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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 , 7-8 are presented for examination. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after the final rejection. Since 
this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous 
Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 14. Applicant's 
submission filed on 3/12/09 has been entered. 



Specification 

3. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1 .75(d) (1 ) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: the recited "computer storage medium" of Claim 7 and 
"computer readable storage media" of claim 8. The Specification does not mention the 
recited "computer storage medium" and "computer readable storage media". Thus, 
there is no support or antecedent basis for the recited "computer storage medium" and 
"computer readable storage media" that allows the meaning of the terms to be 
ascertained, as required in 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1, 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

A. The claim language in the following claim is not clearly understood: 

i. As to claim 1 , (line 18), claim 7 (line 20) and claim 8 (line 18), it is not 
clearly understood whether "set of logical processes" refers to "set of parameter" 
and how " set of logical processes" relates with " set of parameter". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

7. Claims 1 and 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Caswell et al. (U.S. 6,336,138) in view of Araki et al. (U.S. 5,671,338) and 
further in view of Polan et al. (U.S. 2004/0068565 A1). 
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8. As to claims 1 and 7-8, Caswell teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including: a method for composing network accessible services said method comprising 
the steps of: 

storing an abstract plan (memory for storing the service model template, col. 4, 
lines 32-33) that specifies a set of logical processes that identify a type of network 
accessible service to be used (the template includes a specification of elements 
involved in providing the service, such as servers and network links col. 9, lines 2- 
1 1 ; col. 5, lines 45-62) and an order of use of said network accessible service ( specifies 
the types of service, col. 9, lines 8-9; col. 16, lines 34-37)wherein each service is 
assigned to said abstract plan in a predetermined manner (col. 5, lines 45-62; col. 
3, lines 39-42; col. 4, lines 6-31); 

determining an instantiated plan ( generating a service model instance 40, col. 
7, lines 36-38) that specifies at least one particular network accessible service that 
can perform each one of the logical processes of the abstract plan (col. 7, lines 60- 
65; col. 16, lines 50-62; col. 18, lines 44-54); and 

evaluating said instantiated plan of predetermined constraints relating to 
subsequent execution of the determined network accessible services of said 
instantiated plan (extract information from the service model instance to merge test 
information relevant to particular elements with default algorithm descriptions in order to 
generate a measurement agent specification for the ISP of interest, col. 17, lines 6-10; 
col. 8, lines 44-60; col. 15, line 55 - col. 16, line 26). 
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9. Caswell does not explicitly teach evaluating said instantiated plan for violations of 
predetermined constraints, rejecting, using processor, an instantiated plan if the 
evaluated instantiated plan violates at least one of the predetermined constraints; 
determining, using said processor, a set of parameters concerning the instantiated plan 
and an approximated range of each of the composing, using said processor, an 
alternative abstract plan based on said evaluated instantiated plan violating at least one 
of the predetermined; wherein the abstract plan specifies an ordered set of logical 
processes. 

10. However, Araki teaches: 

evaluating said instantiated plan for violations of predetermined 
constraints (perform individual evaluation to test if the combination is consistent with 
the constrain, col. 7, lines 52-54 ; col. 12, lines 36-43); 

rejecting, using processor, an instantiated plan if the evaluated instantiated 
plan violates at least one of the predetermined constraints (detecting a restriction in 
a constraint, if it exists, replaces the current value, which has restriction ... recreate the 
allocation proposal, col. 12, lines 44-56; col. 4, line 54 - col. 5, line 4. It is inherently the 
allocation proposal is rejected so that the new allocation proposal is recreate); 

determining, using said processor, a set of parameters concerning the 
instantiated plan (selecting an unevaluated combination of jobs, col. 7, lines 50-52) 
and an approximated range of each of the parameters (each job is represented by a 
specific value, col. 7, lines 34-35); 
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composing, using said processor, an alternative abstract plan based on 
said evaluated instantiated plan violating at least one of the predetermined 
constraints ( replacing a first element of the ... and recreating the allocation proposal, 
col. 12, lines 52-56); 

wherein the abstract plan specifies an ordered set of logical processes (a 
job included in the schedule is represented as a unique variable value, col. 4, lines 24- 
26), and 

11. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Caswell by incorporating the teaching of 
evaluating said instantiated plan for violations of predetermined constraints, rejecting, 
using processor, an instantiated plan if the evaluated instantiated plan violates at least 
one of the predetermined constraints; determining, using said processor, a set of 
parameters concerning the instantiated plan and an approximated range of each of the 
composing, using said processor, an alternative abstract plan based on said evaluated 
instantiated plan violating at least one of the predetermined; wherein the abstract plan 
specifies an ordered set of logical processes as taught by Araki because this would 
improves the speed and quality of implementing the required changes in the network 
configuration to support evolving business and corporate functions. 

12. Caswell and Araki do not explicitly teach the abstract plan is represented in a 
predetermined form using a web services composition language. However, Charisius 
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teaches wherein the abstract plan is represented in a predetermined form using a web 
services composition language (paragraph 6). 

1 3. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Caswell and Mayer by incorporating the 
teaching of abstract plan is represented in a predetermined form using a web services 
composition language as taught by Polan because this would enables fast and efficient 
when construct a model by using web service composition. 

Response to the argument 

14. Applicant's arguments filed 6/12/09 for claims 1 and 7-8 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CAMQUY TRUONG whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3773. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am - 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng Ai An can be reached on (703)305-9678. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Meng-Ai An/ Camquy Truong 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2195 

June 25, 2009 



